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Luth~'s Position on the Lord's Supper
Bxcerpta Kaln1y from Luther's Great Treatise on the Lord's Supper

From times immemorial heirs and beneficiaries have made
havoc with the last wills and testaments of their benefactors.
'l'bey have disquieted and disrupted families which otherwise had
been peaceful and loving. And this havoc has often defied amelioration or removal. Even so in the case of our Lord's last will and
testament The Christian Church, the family of the saints on
earth, stands before the world rent asunder also by reason of its
divergent interpretations of our Lord's testament of love, His last
will, in which He has given Himself to His disciples. In the hands
of men this testament has become the divider of Protestant
churches on earth into the so-called Lutheran and the Reformed
sectors, the Lutheran Church insisting historically on the literal
lnte?pretation of the testament and the Reformed Church on a
figurative understanding.
It is historically correct to affirm that the position of the Lutheran Church in the Lord's Supper is in harmony with its traditional attitude toward the Bible as the Word of God. Luther grounded
his entire teaching, his theology, on the Bible as the Word of God;
am the Church which rightfully bears his name confessionally declares that "the sole rule and standard according to which all dogmas
together with all teachers should be estimated and judged are the
prophetic and npostolic Scriptures of the Old and of the New
Testament alone." (Triglotta, 777.) Luther would have sacri&ced his historical position toward the Word of God if he had
deviated from that Word in the case of any doctrine. Consistency
In bis position to that Word, the Scriptures, the Word of God,
decided also his position on the Lord's Supper.
Accordingly Luther in his great treatise on the Lord's Supper
writes: "Now we want to take up before us the passages of the
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conscience. And first you shall take note of the Sacnmentadam'
own confession. For they confea, and muat caafea. tbat aar
understanc:Ung is as the words themselves naturally read IDll that.
if one spew In accord with the words u they read, our understanc:Ung is right without a doubt. However, they CGDtml tliat
the words should not be understood u they read. 'l1ielr canfession I urge you to accept and consider. For tbls Indeed Is •
much as, yes, more than, one half to win. For linc:e they now
confess that, if the words were to be taken u they read, tbm our
understanc:Ung would be correct, they therewith free UI by their
own testimony, so that, first, we do not have to prove our understanding any further than to relate the words u they there
stand and read. This is the one thing, mark It well. And, fmther.
more, they thereby load themselves and bind themselves with two
great burdens and labors; the one, that they should IDll must
prove why these words are not to be understood u they reacl but
must be understood otherwise; the other, that they, insteld ol
such words, must give us other words and text which would be
sure, upon which one could stand. Of these two things they have
until now done neither, and especially the second they have never
yet undertaken to do, all of which we have told and proved above;
whereby they really force us to abide by the sense which the words
give as they read, and so they put themselves to shame by means
of their uncertain lying." (XX: 1036.)
In the same vein Luther continues: ''Next you lmow, and
Indeed should know, that our text, 'This is My body,' Is spoken
and fixed with such letters and words not by man but by God
Himself, out of His own mouth. But the texts of the Sacnmmtarians, 'This signifies My body,' or, 'This is the symbol ol M1
body,' etc., is not spoken by God Himself with 111ch words and
letters but by man alone." (XX: 1036.)
' 'Thirdly, you have heard above that they themselves are indeed
uncertain as to their text, and no one until now has been willlnl
consistently to prove that his text should and must stand m u
they pretend; and indeed they nevermore can bring forth a sure
one. But our text is certain, so that It should and must stand m
as the words read; for God Himself has fixed It so, and no one
dare take a letter either from it or add one to It." ( XX: 1037.)
"Fourthly, you know that they are disunited and make many
kinds of conflicting texts out of the words, so that they are not
only uncertain (which itself would be devilish enough) but are
also against one another and must rebuke themselves and one
another of lies. But our text is not only certain, but it ii aim •
unit and simple and harmonious among us alL" (XX:11137.)
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'Tlftbly, let it be aid right here that, If our text and underllandlnc were a1ao uncertain and dark (which it la not) u well u
their tat and undentanding, then you have nevertheless the llorfou, bold advantage that you can stand with a good conscience
UJIOD our text and ■peak in thla fuhlon: If I ahould then and must
have an uncertain dark text and underatandlng, then I will rather
have that one which bu been spoken out of the divine mouth
lt1elf than auch a one u has been spoken out of a human mouth.
And If I ahould be deceived, I would rather be deceived by God
(If that were poulble) than by man; for If God deceives me, then ·
He wW answer for it and make restitution to me. But man can
make no reatltutlon to me when they have deceived me and led me
Into hell Such boldness the Sacramentarlana cannot have; for
they cannot ay: I will rather stand upon the text which Zwingli
and Oecolampadlua spoke in contradiction with one another than
upon that which Christ Himself spoke uniformly." (XX: 1037.)
"Therefore you can joyfully speak to Christ both when you die
and at the final Judgment in this mnnner: My dear Lord Jesus
Christ, a dispute has arisen concerning Thv 10orcb in the Communion; some lmist that they must be understood differently
from the way they read. However, since they teach me nothing
c:ertaln but only confuse me and make me uncertain and neither
want nor are able to prove their text In any way, therefore I have
remained upon Thy text u the 10orcb Had. If there ls something
dark In them, Thou didst want to have it thus dark; for Thou hut
liven no other explanation about it nor commanded to give such.
Besides, one finds in no scripture or speech that 'ls' should mean
'sfgni&n' or that 'My body' should mean 'the body's sign.' "
(XX: 1037 f.)
"If there should be any darkness therein, Thou wilt no doubt
make allowance for me on that account that I did not understand
lt, u Thou madest allowance for Thy apostles when they did not
understand Thee ln many points, such as when Thou didst
prophesy concemlng Thy suffering and resurrection, and they had
held to the 10orcb that they read and did not make anything else
of them. Just as also Thy dear mother did not understand it when
Thou saldst to her, Luke 2: 49, 'I must be about My Father's business'; and she nevertheless kept these words in all simplicity in
her heart and did not make anything else out of them. So also
l "4ve Temainecl 10ith these Th11 10ords: 'This ls My body,' etc.,
and have not wanted nor permitted any other words to be made
of them but have committed it to Thee and left it to Thee whether
anything dark should be therein, and I have kept them as they
read, espec1ally since I see that they do not conflict with any
article of faith. Behold, so no Sacramentarian can dare to talk

Published by Scholarly Resources from Concordia Seminary, 1939

3

Concordia Theological Monthly, Vol. 10 [1939], Art. 74
724

Luther'a Padtkm

DD

the Lard'll . . .

with Christ; that I know well; for they are uncertain ml ll
odds about their text." (XX: 1038.)
Then Luther takes up separately the aevera1 Scrlptme-tall
which make record of our Lord's institution of thla Saaameat Mil
shows their evident meaning. We continue with Lutben apositions.
"St. Matthew is the first, and he aays in chapter 218:28.21:
'And as they were eating, Jesus took bread and b1eued It and brake
It and gave it to the disciples and said, Take, eat; this II lly
body. And He took the cup and gave thanks and pve it to
them, saying, Drink ye all of it.' " (XX: 1039.)
"These words are spoken by the mouth of God, even thoup
the Sacramentarians do not honor them more highly than if they
had been spoken by a loafer or by a drunkard. For Zwinlli also
at one place is equally wroth against us and comp]aim beca1111
we hold so firmly to five poor and miserable words." (XX:1039f.)
"However, with such speech they testify agalmt themselves
as to what spirit they have and as to how highly they honor God'•
Word, so that they scold against these precious words u apimt
five poor miserable words, which shows, that they do not believe
that they are God's words. For if they believed that they are
God's words, they would not call them miserable poor words but
would honor even one tittle and letter more highly than the whole
world and would tremble before them and fear them as God Himself. For whoever despises one single word of God of course
honors none of them highly. If they would merely rebuke our
understanding or improper mind and not the worda of God themselves, it could be endured." (XX: 1040.)
"We must ther efore adhere to these worda and cling to them
as to the clearest, most certain, and surest worda of God which
do not deceive us nor leave us in the lurch; for it Is spoken in
the simplest manner, 'This is My body, this is My blood of the
new test~ent,' so that, if one should bring together the WJIUIPI
of nil the world, one could not choose therefrom or take therefrom
simpler speech or words. Christ cannot speak more simply about
His body and blood than thus: 'My body,' or 'This Is My body,'
'This Is My blood.' " (XX: 1041.)
Taking up the second text, Luther says: "SL Mark Is the other
text, which says, chapter 14: 22-24: 'And as they did eat, Jesus
took bread and blessed and brake it and gave it to them and said,
Take, eat; this is My body. And He took the cup, and when Be
had given thanks, He gave it to them; and they all drank of IL
And He said unto them, This is My blood of the new testament,
which is shed for many.' " (XX: 1042 f.)
"From this text Carlstadt drew his first thoughts concerniDI
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the tcn&to, becauae Mark here read.a u If the dlaclples bad fint
all drunk out of the cup before Christ said, 'This is My blood,' so
immedia
thereafter should point to His sitting blood,
that He
because the cup had now already been emptied. But all thi■ has
long ago been disposed of and put to naught. For not only do the
other evangellata and St. Paul write differently, but he himself
also, St. Mark, when he speaks of the other part of the Sacrament,
does not write that the disciples had eaten the bread and that
afterwards Christ had said, 'This is My body.' Therefore the exprealon concerning the drinking must adjust itself according to
the word which the other evangelists and Paul- and St. Mark
himself-maintain in their assertion concemlng the eating; for
he cannot be against himself and against all the rest." (XX: 1043.)
''But I wonder nevertheless how it is that St. Mark alone
records this point so: 'And they all drank of it.' . . . I hold that,
when Matthew alone above all of the rest writes, 'Drink ye all
of it,' and when Mark relates, 'They all drank of it,' this is written
for thia reason, that the two evangelists wanted to show how the
dlsclples all drank out of this cup; not on account of thirst, as
other drinks perhaps were taken, when one had to pour in more
than once before it had passed around; but that they had to let
this cup poss around and drink of it in such moderate measure
that they all drank of it; ns Luke also writes that the Lord gave
the final drink befoTc the Sacrament in such a manner that they
all drank out of one cup, when he says: 'Take this and divide it
among yourselves,' Luke 22:17. As if he wished to say: There
were indeed more cups at the table out of which every one drank
for himself, or one cup was filled more than once; but this cup
at the last was given that they all should drink out of the same,
therewith to give a farewell to the old paschal lamb." (XX: 1044.)
"So, of course, by these actions He desired to distinguish
notably His Supper from the old supper, first, by giving to them
the farewell drink, as Luke writes. Therewith He indeed moved
the disciples' minds so that they had to think: What is His intention
in giving us the farewell drink out of His own cup? He never
did thia at table before; and particularly because St. Luke (22: 18)
writes that He had also expressed such farewell with words by
saying: 'For I say unto you, I will not drink of the fruit of the
vine until the kingdom of God shall come.' " (XX: 1044.)
"Secondly, by this, that He takes a special piece of bread
from among all other pieces of bread into His hands, gives thanks,
and breaks it after such farewell drink, then they indeed had to
think: How? Will He now eat another time? We thought He
just now gave us the farewell drink. Then they, of course, took
special notice of what He was doing and listened to what He was
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'lpeaking. For 110 He had not done at the table mid at the fflning meal of the paschal lamb with the other brwt, ad Be DDW
begins, after the farewell drink and the eveniq meal, • Dllf ddma
and says it is His body. Here they maintain aUence ad limply
believe; no one asks how bread might be body." (XX:10'5.)
''Thirdly, by this that He gives them His cup ad tel11 tbem
all to drink out of it. This alao had to make them reflect Iba
He had not done so with any other cup, and, in addition, 11,11
it is His blood. They again are silent and believe. For they UD•
doubt.edly thought that what He says must be true. When tbef
aee such new action after the farewell that He

belfnl anew, Pftl

thanks anew, expresses the blessing anew, and, in addlticm, fuel
a special piece of bread, which He divides amcm, them and uo
divides among all of them His cup and concluda such supper with
one bread and one cup, they very naturally think that He knew
well what He was doing and saying, that there wu no need of
any questioning, although they perceive very well that it wu
a new, another supper." (XX: 1045.)
"To sum up, they ate the paschal lamb in such a way that
He did not tell them to eat or to drink nor laid or set anythinl
before any one; but every one ate and drank for hJmself u it
lay and stood before him, BS alao Matthew and Mark uy: 'As they
did eat, Jesus took bread,' etc. But here He proceeds in a new
way: He takes and designates a certain specJal bread, bleael it,
Himself breaks it, and divides it among them and lays it before
them and tells them to eat and, in addition, says: 'This ii My body,
which is given for you.' After the same manner He does also with
the cup, designates and gives a special drink for all of them. Of
the other bread He does not tell them to eat nor to drink from
the other cup nor lays and sets anything before any one u He does
here. By all of this He indeed shows that this bread and wine
are not common bread and wine, BS was received in the pucbal
feast, but an altogether different one, a specJal one, a higher one,
namely, as He Himself declares, that it is His body and blood.•
(XX:1045.)
"So we have it that Matthew and Mark agree and that both
speak in the simplest way, using almost the same words, except
that Matthew at the end adds the words 'for the :remission of
sins.' Again, Mark, when speaking of the bread, ays. 'He
blessed it,' whereas the others always say, 'He gave thanks,' just
as Mark himself alao does in connection with the cup, so that it
seems to me that He wants to have us undentand that bleainl
and giving of thanks are one and the same thing. Neverthelea
I leave this matter to those who find pleasure in c:oncerninl'them·
selves with it.'' (XX: 1046.)
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"It Is undoubtedly more profitable to take note of the fact that,
80 uniformly and in the simplest
way make UN of these words, This la My body,' one can gather
from thla that it ls of course no figurative expression and that no
trope bl found therein. For if there were some trope therein,
IUrely one of them would have touched upon lt with some syllable
to lhow that some other text or understancling ls possible. Just
u they Indeed do in other matters, where one states what another
one leaves out or says with other words, as when Matthew (12: 28)
writes that Christ said: 'If I cast out devU. by the Spirit of God,'
etc., Luke, however, says: . 'If I with the finger of God cast out
devila,' Luke 11: 20, and when Mark says that one seed bore fruit
thirty-, another sixty-, another a hundredfold, and Luke says
limply, 'And it bore fruit a hundredfold'; and there are many such
instances where one explains the other or expresses himself differently." (XX: 1046.)
"Here, however, they are all most simply alike and not one,
by a alngle letter, permits himself to appear different from the other,
u If all of them would say: No one can speak of it differently, more
limply, and more surely than so: 'This is My body,' although
Luke and Paul, in connection with the cup, speak much differently
from Matthew and Mark, as we shall hear. Slnee, then, four
witnesses stand there and agree thoroughly In their words, we may
Joyfully and surely rely upon their testimony and upon the basis
of It conclude and believe what we do. For If God says: 'In the
mouth of two or three witnesses every word may be established,'
llatl 18: 16, how much more shall the testimony of these four witnesses be stronger to us than all the Sacramentarians' crying and
palavering! They indeed dare not say that Matthew, Mark, Luke,
and Paul were not so learned, holy, pious, and spiritual as they
and theln are. But if they make such witnesses' testimony doubtful, then the Sacramentarians' sayings shall be justly more doubtful, especlally sinee they disagree with one another and no one
ls certain of his own text nor can become so; but these four witnesses agree in the very letters of the text." (XX: 1046 f.)
Taking up the third text, Luther says: "St. Luke is the third,
chapter 22: 19, 20: 'And He took bread and gave thanks and brake
it and gave unto them, saying, Thla is My body, which is given for
you. Thbl do in remembrance of Me. Likewise also the cup after
■upper, saying, Thla cup is the new testament in My blood, which
bl abed for you."' (XX:1047.)
''Whoever is wllling to be instructed would be satls&ed with
what Luke says in this matter; so clearly and so excellently does
he speak of the Lord's Supper. First he describes the farewell
drink of Chrblt, as we have said above, and says: 'He took the

lmce the evanplista, all of them,
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cup and gave thanks and said, Take this, divide It mDGDI ,-,.
selves; for I say unto you, I will not drink of the fruit of Ille
vine until the kingdom of God shall come.' Here Cbrilt b!ltl&I
that this would be His last drink of wine on earth with BIi dil,.
clples. Soon thereafter, however, He glva the cup of wine of Ille
new supper, etc. If, now, there ls only ordinary wine In the 1111r
Supper, how, then, can it be true that this wu to be the last clrink.
that He would drink no more wine? If it Is the Jut drink al
wine, then that which He thereafter gives to drink cannot be wine.
If It is not wine, then it must be that which he calls It, namely,
'His blood,' or 'the new testament in His blood.' So Luke here
testifies mightily that there cannot be mere wine In Christ'• supper." (XX: 1047.)
"Here one might say: But who knows whether such wards
were spoken about the farewell drink of Christ before or after
the Supper? For Luke writes that He had spoken such wards
before the Supper; but Matthew and Mark write u If he bad
spoken them alter the Supper. Well and good; then the matter
depends upon which evangelist maintained the proper order In
his writing. If Luke does this, then the matter ls clear, and our
understanding is right, and the Sacramentarians are lost; about
this there can be no doubt. Or if the Sacramentarians entertain •
doubt about tbis, we are nevertheless certain that we ue right,
and that suffices us." (XX: 1047 f.)
"Now let us learn the evangelists' own words and work which
of them records the proper sequence of events. St. Luke, in the
beginning of his gospel, testifies (Luke 1: 3) that it seemed pod
to hlm, 'having had perfect understanding of all thlnp from the
very first, to write in order,' and this he also proves throughout;
for his gospel proceeds nicely in order unto the end, to which the
whole world be:irs witness. But neither Matthew nor Mark bu
given such a promise, nor do they follow this method, u may be
shown in many instances; for instance, when Matthew descn"bes
the temptation of Christ, chap. 4: 1 ff., and the appearances of Christ
after His resurrection, etc., he does not at all 'write in order.' .. •
Mark neither maintains the proper order when writing about the
Supper; he puts the words 'and they drank all of it' before the
words 'and He said unto them, This is My blood,' etc., whereas
it naturally should follow after." (XX: 1048.)
"Since, then, there is no doubt that Matthew and Mark do not
follow the strict order, whereas Luke pledges himself to follow it
anii also maintains this order, the writings of Matthew and lfarli:
must be adjusted according to St. Luke's order and not othenriseThen we must say that .Matthew and Mark have placed after the
new Supper that which was done and must be placed after the
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olcl ■upper; for they did not concern themselves much with the
order [aequence] but were satisfied to write the story and the
truth; whereas Luke, who wrote later than they, declares that one
of the reuona why he wrote his gospel was that many others had
written the history regardless of the order and that therefore he
had undertaken to write 'in order.' And many are of the opinion,
and It l■ almost believable, that St. Paul meant St. Luke when he
wrote to the Corinthians, praising [Luke] and saying: 'And we
have ■ent with him the brother whose praise ls in the Gospel
throughout all the churches' 2 Cor. 8: 18. Also this tends to convince us that Luke was intent upon maintaining the proper order,
that he not only writes about the farewell drink but also prevloualy records the whole final paschal feast, saying: 'When the
hour was come, He sat down and the twelve apostles with Him.
And He said unto them, With desire I have desired to eat thls
passover with you before I suffer; for I say unto you, I will not
any more eat thereof until it be fulfilled in the kingdom of God.
And He took the cup,' etc. Here you see that everything is
spoken In one text in order, one after the other, concerning the
final pauover, both in respect to the enting and the drinking,
which Matthew and Mark do not do. Since, then, the final eating
stands properly before the new Supper, and must so stand, so
also the final drinking must indeed stand before the new Supper;
for both of them are final, and they are not to be separated from
one another.'' (XX: 1048 f.)
"Having settled thls matter, we now come again to the aforementioned ground and conclusion. If Luke maintains the right
order (u has been proved), then Christ takes the farewell drink
of wine before the new Supper; if, however, he takes the farewell
drink of wine before the new Supper, then mere ordinary wine
cannot be drunk in the Supper; for His words are clear when
He says that after this drink He would no more drink of the
fruit of the vine.'' (XX: 1049.)
''However, some one will rejoin: you yourself contend that
wine remains in the new Supper; and this your statement ought
to be Indeed very much to the liking of the papists, who believe
no wine to be in the Supper. I answer: That does not concern
me much. For, as I have often enough confessed, there will be no
strife with me whether the wine remains there or not; it is enough
for me that Christ's blood is there; may it go with the wine as
God will. And sooner than have wine only, like the Sacramentarians, I would rather, like the Pope, have blood only." (XX: 1049.)
''I have also said above: If the wine has become Christ's blood,
then it ls no more ordinary wine but blood-wine, so that I may
point to it and say: This is Christ's blood. About this Christ is
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also not silent when He ■a,y■: 'I will not drink of the fruit of the
vine.' Why does He not say wine but &ult of the vine? Withaut
doubt, because the drink which is In the Holy Supper la not of the
vine, BS the ordinary wine; and even though it is a1IC, wine, it did
not grow so BS it is now." (XX: 1050.)
The question whether Christ Himself partook of tbe cap ID
Holy Communion, Luther pronounced a foolish one. He tblnb
that Christ partook of the final drinking of the paaover. It 11
not expressly so written, yet Luther believes that Christ putook
of it. He likewise thinks that, whilst nothing la exprealy written
to that effect, Christ also partook of the cup in the Saeaammt.
(XX:1050.)
''Thirdly comes this text of St. Luke, 'This cup is the new
testament in My blood, which is shed for you.'" This text bu
had to suffer much, and Sacramentarians even today yet are not
agreed BS to how they can martyr and distort it enough. (XX:105L)
"We, too, will treat it. First, Luke and St. Paul alone rec:onl
these words, 'This do in remembrance of Me,' and both place
them when they speak of the bread and not when they speak of
the cup. For they consider it sufficient to have placed them onee.
although they undoubtedly apply to both parts of the S■cr■mmt
and therefore to the whole Last Supper, as St. Paul further emphasizes and says: 'as often as ye eat this bread and drink this cup,
ye do show forth the Lord's death,' etc., 1 Cor.11: 28. This they
do for the reason that they may indicate the cause and the fruit
of this Supper, namely, that we should praise and thank God for
this deliverance from sin and death, just as the Jews had to thank
and praise for their deliverance out of Egypt." (XX:105lf.)
"Both also, Luke and Paul, use these words concemlng the
cup: 'likewise also the cup after Supper,' or 'when He had supped.'
Why this? I think truly that it is on account of the future Sacramentarians, as if Luke wanted to point back with these words, u
with a finger, and remind of the final passover. A. if be wished
to say: Remember what I have said above about the final drinldnl
of the passover, that Christ will no more drink of the fruit of the
vine, in order that you may know that I am here speaking of another drinking, which took place after the evening supper, when
they [the disciples] indeed had ceased to drink of the fruit of the
vine, in order that you might by no means undentand thll u the
final drinking, but of a drink at the beginning Qf the new Supper.
And Luke and Paul mention this especially In c:onnectilon with the
cup and not with the bread; since it is more opportune and more
necessary in connection with the cup, because one is not accustomed to eat at the end but to drink, In order that what He 1111
mlaht not be understood BS spoken of the final cup of the passover;
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deed to both and to the entire ■upper, just as above, the words
cancernlna the remembrance, etc." (XX: 1052.)
"We truly are certain that Luke with this text, -.rhls cup is
the new tatament In My blood,' desires to say nothing else than
what St. Matthew and Mark have aald In this text: -.rhls is My
blood of the new testament.' For they cannot be against one another but must be of one meaning with one another. Make, therefore, the text of Luke what you will, the meaning must be the
mne u what Mark and Matthew say: 'This is My blood of the
new testament.' If we understand Luke's words so that they give
us Christ's blood in the Supper, as Mark and Matthew do, then
we surely have their right meaning. Whoever, however, construes
or martyrs the text otherwise does not understand it rightly. For
then it would not agree with the others." (XX: 1052.)
''Luke, however, speaks, as he often does, after the manner of
the Hebrew language. . • . So Luke wants to say here, too:
This cup is the testament in the blood of Christ, that is, through
the blood or with the blood, or on account of the blood, etc. Just
II Matthew says: 'This is My blood of the new testament.' For
the cup indeed cannot be the new testament in silver or through
the silver or on account of the silver. Speak these words, 'This
cup ls the new testament in My blood,' therefore In whatever way
YOU wish, as long as you do not speak contrary to Matthew and
Mark." (XX: 1053 f.)
"For while St. Matthew speaks after the manner of the Greeks:
'This ls My blood of the new testament,' St. Luke speaks after' the
manner of the Hebrews: 'This is the new testament in My blood.'
These expressions, 'the new testament In My blood' and 'My blood
of the new testament,' are not in contradiction with each other
but have the same meaning. . . . And in order that we may avoid
all error, I translate the text of Luke in the clearest and shortest
way so: 'This cup is the new testament in My blood.' " (XX: 1054.)
Concerning the touto in the words ''This is My body" Luther
says in his treatise against Carlstadt: "Now ·we want to point out
the reason why Christ says touto, or 'this' (neuter), and not
houtoa (masculine), in agreement with the antecedent bread."
Luther shows that, as in the German language, which has a special
neuter article and special neuter pronouns, so also in the Greek
it is an uaua loquendi to refer to an antecedent either masculine or
feminine by the neuter demonstrative. (XX: 221.)
Moreover, with reference to the interpretation of touto as
referring not to the bread but to the present. sitting or reclining
body of Christ, which was there with the disciples, Luther says:
"Tell me, • . . to what does the other touto, which soon follows
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upon thb one, refer? Luke, 22:20, and Paul, 1 Cor.11:25, a, of
the other part of the Sacrament thus: 'Likewise also tbe cup lfllr
the supper, saying, touto, or thu cup, is the new testament In lly
blood.' Here the word touto is expressed and refen fn the tat to
the cup which He offers and not to the blood which wu alttllll
there. . . • Tell us, if the touto should and must point to C2irilt,
and yet here in the text it is used of the cup, whether your faith
considers or calls Christ's blood or Christ Himself a cup.•
(XX:222.)
"You, too, must ... confess that, just u the touto In caaneeUon with the cup does not point to the sitting Christ but to the cup
and the blood which Christ offers to His disciples and ub them
to drink, saying, 'This is a new testament in His blood,' m also
the touto in connection with the bread does not point to Christ'■
body but to the bread which He hands them and tells them to eat.•
(XX: 223.) 1>
Luther maintains also that just as they overthrow Carlstadt'•
touto, which re.f erred the touto (this) to Christ's siWng body, m
Luke and Paul also destroy the so-called SUesian1 > t01&to, which.
placed at the end of Christ's words, was made to say: "My body,
which is given for you," is touto, namely, a spiritual nourilbmenL
Luther says:
"Well, then, since Luke here sets the touto with the cup and
says, 'This cup,' let us turn this text around and say: 'The new
testament in My blood, which is shed for you,' is this cup, namely,
a spiritual drink. What do you think of this? A bodily cup 11 •
spiritual drink." (XX: 1055.)
''Thus the heedless spirits fare." (XX:1055.) Luther calls
attention to the fact that, taking advantage of Mark and Matthew
where the touto stands alone, the Sacramentariam did not consider Luke, who puts them to shame. He concludes this point by
saying: "If, however, the touto with the cup cannot be d1■torted and
made into a spiritual touto, then, of course, the touto with the
bread can just as little be so treated, and so the Sllesian to1&to lies
as deeply in the dust as Carlstadt'• touto." (XX: 1058.)
"Oecolnmpadius also must come before Sl Luke's bar of jucflment with his symbolism. Body and blood, says he, are tropes in
the Supper and are called the symbol of the body, symbol of the
1) This point is discussed more fully by Luther in the ,mt treatise
mainly drawn on in this article. (Cf. XX, 103f.) Luther there shaw■ that
the worcl■ ''This is My body" involve a aynecclocbe, u does the amtmcl
'"l'bi■ is wine," which, strictly apeaklng, ■houlcl read, '"'ffill II a botla,
and wine." -ED. Non:.
2) A view sponsored by Krautwald and Scbwenkfeld, wbo halJed
from Silesia (Schlesien). - ED. Non.
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blood. If that is true, then without doubt the blood In Luke'•
tat must a1ao be a trope, that la, the blood'• symbol; for he verily
apeab of the ume blood as do Matthew and Mark; no one can
deny that. Well, then, according to Oecolampadius, Luke's text
must contain the meaning: Thia cup is a new testament In My
blood'• aymbol, namely, In ordinary wine. This threatens to become a reclclea thing if the new testament is no more than a
drink of wine, or that a drink of wine has the power of making
this cup Into a new testament; for this is the meaning and intention of IUCh an Oecolampadian text." (XX: 1058.)
"Besides it is not to be endured that 'new testament' should
be • trope, a ftgurative expression. How would one prove this?
Where is there an example of such usage? Yes, where would
common speech remain with which I might want to, or perhaps
mould, speak of the new testament if one would have a sign or
• figure understood as often as I mentioned the new testament?
In such a way the new testament would not be the Gospel, or the
promise of the Spirit or of eternal life, but an old figure, or picture,
of the coming new testament. And In short, the trope does not

adapt itself onywhere in the words 'new testament,' and much less
can it be proved with any reason." (XX:1058f.)
"For 'new testament' is promise, yes, rather the gift of grace
and of the forgiveness of sins, that is, the real Gospel, etc. For,
although the cup is a bodily thing, yet, since it becomes a sacramental thing with the blood of Christ or with the new testament,
therefore it is meetly called a new testament, or the blood, so that
we may point to it and say: This is a new testament, this is Christ's
blood, just as in the foregoing the bodily flame of fire is a spiritual
thing, namely, the angel, and is so called, and the dove the Holy
Spirit Therefore, whoever drinks of this cup verily drinks the
real blood of Christ and the forgiveness of sins, or the spirit of
Christ, which are received in and with the cup, and no mere
filure, or sign, of the new testament or of the blood of Christ
ls received here; for that was fitting for the Jews in the Old
Testament." (XX: 1059.)
"Just as Oecolampadius lies prostrate here with his trope, or
symbolism, so also Zwingli with his signifying. For that which
argues against the symbolizing argues also against the signifying;
for they mean almost the same. For Zwingli's text would have to
read so: This cup signifies the new testament In My blood; that
would be equivalent to: This cup, by means of the blood which is
In it, has so much value that thereby it signlfies the new testament; and so Christ's blood would have to be only a signlfication, as I have proved concerning Oecolampadius's symbolism."
(XX:1060.)
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''Luke, however, in this text hu one point which no al1m
evangellat hu, neither hu Paul, namely: "1'be cup which la 111111
for you,' and not, 'The blood whlcb. la shed for you', for ID Greek
the word iahieh refers to the cup and not to the blood, • no cm
can deny: touto to potericm. etc., •JcehutlOffletlOII, and not • to
laaimatf, etc., elcchunomeno. In Latin one cannot notice this. •••
Of this a fine leamed rector reminded me about tbne or four :,an
ago in a certain village, and submitted hla oplnlon to me, that Lub
should be understood in this way: Thia cup la the new testament
in My blood, whic:h cup is poured out for you, that la, liven to JGII,
across the table and set before you to drink, u one othenrla
pours wine for the guests out of a can. And one of his na111111
for this opinion was the fact that Luke, u previOUlly aald, -11
the elcchunomenon about the cup and not of the blood (a Matthew and Mark do). He added to this the text of Paul: "fl1II 11
My body, which is broken for you,' that la, distributed and offend
to you at the table." (XX: 1060 f.)
"Since, then, Paul's text whic:h speak.I of the bread or the
body of Christ is understood concemlng the dlstribuUon at the
table and not conceming the giving upon the cross, the text concerning the cup can of course also be understood in the same
sense. And so also Matthew and Mark would be found, namely,
'This is My body'; in connection with which they say nothinl
about giving, since it is easily noted that He is giving His body
when He says: 'This is My body,' 'There you have My body.' So
also concerning the cup, 'This is My blood, which is shed for you,'
that, distributed at the table, and shed before, for the forgivenea
of sins. I see nothing in these words tliat is opposed to aw:h an
understanding. For nlso St. Paul, in connecUon with the cup,
leaves out the words 'whic:h is shed for you,' as though he considered that he had said enough; since the bread is broken for
them, so would also the cup be distributed." (XX: 1061.)
"Although this understanding has not been held hitherto,
every one rather having understood the text concerning the giving into suffering, and concerning the shedding of the cross, it
would yet have been no injurious mistake and is not now; for no
one does wrong by considering Christ's body and blood given and
shed for us upon the cross, even though he does it at a place
where nothing is said or read about it, and with which it is not
in conflict or contradiction, just as otherwise the dear Fathen
have often done without danger with the Scriptures at an inappropriate place but in a good and useful intenUon; 10 it also
appears to me as if some of the ancient Fathers had also had tbll
understanding, as when they say that Christ's blood is shed •
often as one celebrates the Sacrament; and especially AmbraR,
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when he ■aya: Because the blood of Cbr1■t, u often u lt l■
I■ abed for ■In, I should meetly rec:elve lt dally because
I ■In daily. For the word fundituT of comae means not only to
abed, but a1■o to pour and to present. Likewise Gregory: The
blood of Chrl■t l■ poured into the mouth of the believers, etc."

abed.

(XX:1062.)
''Thi■ I ■ay not because I would contend for it as one convinced; for that of which I am not certain I wUl teach to no
one; but I would gladly have it that it were so; • • • for then none
of the Sacramentarians would have any aid or pretext when opposUII our interpretation. They would have to confess that Christ's
body and blood l■ distributed across the table, His body eaten
and drunk in the bread and in the cup." (XX: 1062.)
''True, it may seem as though Matthew and Mark were against
thl■ interpretation when they say, 'This l■ My blood of the new
testament, which ls shed for many,' Matt. 26: 28. This sounds as
if Christ spoke concerning many who also were not present at the
table. . . . . Whoever, therefore, inclines to the interpretation
above might answer - thus or in a similar manner - that Luke
and Paul spoke concerning the pouring and the giving over the
table, but indicated also therewith the shedding upon the cross,
saying that one should do this in remembrance of Him or should
make known His death; speaking more exactly and more clearly
than Matthew and Mark." (XX: 1063.)
"Again, Matthew and Mark speak of the shedding upon the
cross and are silent concerning the shedding at the table." (XX:
1063.)
''Whoever, however, does not incline to this interpretation,
replying to the fact that Luke says: 'The cup ls shed for us,' may
uy: Since cup and blood and new testament are sacramentally
united, the cup ls shed on account of such unity (synecdocbicaUy),
though only the blood ls shed, as we have said above that it ls
proper to say of the Son of God that He died although only His
humanity died, and that the Holy Ghost ls seen although only
the dove I■ seen, and that the angel l■ seen although only a brilliant
form is seen, etc. If any one considers this too shallow or silly; let
him present something better or let him permit the aforementioned
opinion to stand. I hold the reply sufficient; for we also so see,
and drink of, the cup, that is, Christ's blood. For us there ls no
clanger but only advantage, whichever opinion of the two we retain,
both of them being good and right; for both are in fact true,
namely, that Christ's body ls given both at the table and at the
croa; even if we do not find it at the right place in the Scriptures
(u hu happened to many saints), we do not expound Scripture
incorrectly. To the Sacramentarians it ls a matter of great con-
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cern, for if this is not the true meaning of th1I tat, they
nevertheless not improved their cue; but if It Is, then they •
completely In the ash-heap." (XX: 1063 f.)
Taking up the fourth text specifically, Luther says:
''The fourth and laat is SL Paul who says, 1 Cor.11:21-25:
"For I have received of the Lord that which also I delivered 11111D
you, That the Lord Jesus, the same night In which He WII 'betrayed, took bread; and when He had given thanks, He brake it
and said, Tolce, eat; this is My body, which is broken for you; 1h11
do in remembrance of Me. After the same manner allO Be took
the cup when He had supped, saying, This cup ls the new testament in My blood; this do ye, as oft as ye drink It, in remembnnm
of Me." (XX: 1064.)
''If I were as learned as Carlstadt or Zwingli in the Greek
language, I would prove mightily from th1I text that in the brad
the true body of Christ is eaten. For Erasmus shows that no 'ii
stands with the bread, but so: phagete; touto emou IOIIUI, whim
I would trnnslate thus: 'Take, eat th1I My body, which ls broken
for you.' This would be a word-for-word translation, without
my skipping one little dot, and so I would nicely and easily haft
won. But since I am not so learned, I must let that go, lest I a1so
use an article for a pronoun or Invent an a1loeos1I and use GIii
case for another.'' (XX: 1064.)
"Paul is the real teache1· and apostle sent among us Gentilel,
and he speaks out freely and sufficiently and says: 'Take, eat;
this is My body, which is broken for you.'" (XX:1065.)
"For he sets the word 'my' hard after the word toato, or 'this,'
which none of the rest do. In addition, as some texts are said to
read, he leaves out the little word 'ls,' just as Luke leaves It out
in connection with the cup. These two little bits the Holy Spirit
offers us for our strengthening that we might be certain that
Christ's body is in the bread. For although It means the same
among us when I say: 'This is My body,' and, "This My body,' or
'Here my body'; yet the presence of the body ls expressed more
clearly and more certainly when I say: 'This My body,' or 'Here
My body,' and the spirits of dissension, together with the Sacramentarlans, cannot so easily disport themselves therein u in the
expression 'This is My body.' " (XX: 1065.)
''Now, there is no doubt that Christ speaks such words over
against the old paschal lamb, which He is herewith abroptinl,
as if He should say: 'Hitherto you have eaten the lamb and ID
animal's body; but here now, in the place of it, there Is My body;
'My, My,' I say most discriminatingly. Therefore Paul stresses
the word 'My' so industriously, so that he, In a new manner, sets
It soon after the word 'this' and says: 'This My,' as If be wanted
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to bind it to It In such a manner that It would become one word
with 'tbla,' whereu 'My' and 'body' belong more closely together.
All of this he does In order that he might express as clearly a■
palble the presence of the body of Chriat In the Sacrament."
(XX:1085 f.)
• 'Which i■ broken for you.' Of this we have said much above,
that the Scriptures do not permit 'broken' to mean Chrl■t'• sufferlnl- The Sacramentarlans may say It, as they say other things
also; but they can never prove It; for, we must not Interpret or
use the word 'broken' according to our wllfulnea but according
to tbe usage of Scripture. Now, 'broken' In the Scriptures means.
especi•Jly where it is used concerning bread or eating, as much
u to break Into pieces and to dl■tribute, in such a way as aJso
auch broken bread in the Greek, in the Latin, and in the German
WIIWl&e i■ designated as a fragment. . . . Hence this text strongly
■-rta that Christ's body is 'broken' at the table and parted into
pieces, bitten, crunched, and eaten, as other bread is, yet in the
form of bread or in the bread, etc." (XX: 1066.)
"'Thia cup, the new testament, is in My blood.' Now it may
be that this text means just the same as when I say: 'This cup is
the new testament in My blood.' Still St. Paul surely did not place
the 'is' In vain after the word 'new testament,' and not before.
The Holy Spirit wanted to guard against the future dissenslonists.
For SL Paul sets his text so as to read that this cup, which is a new
testament, i■ such in Christ's blood; and so he calls the cup expllcltly the new testament. If the Sacramentarians had a■ much
text for themselves as we have, how they would defy us and boast!
Now, then, the new testament cannot be ordinary wine or cup."
(XX:1066t)
'"Their argument that 'new testament' here means a sign, or
figure, of the new testament has been sufficiently and mightily
answered above. For they say it and do not prove it." (XX:1067.)
"In conclusion, when we compare the evangelists and Paul, so
that they stand together as one man, they suffer no tutoists, no
tropiata, and no significationists. Whenever the tropists want to
get at Matthew and Mark, claiming that blood must be called the
IJDlbol of tbe blood, then Luke and Paul rush forth and overthrow
the tropl■ts with might, and they show by means of their text
that blood cannot mean symbol of blood or be a trope, because
the Sacramentarians themselves neither make, nor are able to
make, a blood symbol in this text, 'This cup is the new testament
In My blood'; therefore, of course, in Matthew and Mark the same
blood must also be without a trope because it is one and the same
blood about which all four of them speak." (XX: 1069 f.)
"If, however, they undertake to get at Luke and Paul and
ff
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make a trope out of the words 'new testament,' that t,. • ..,.W
of the new testament, then Matthew and Mark rush forth taplm
with Luke and Paul and again overthrow them and show Iba did
'new testament' cannot be a trope. And the Sacramentutam
themselves do not make, and cannot make, the ~ 'new...._
ment' in Matthew and Mark a trope, a■ little a■ they ea do tbls
in Luke and in Paul. For it cannot be tolerated that I lhould a,
in Matthew and Mark, 'Thia hi My blood of a figurative 111W
testament.' For Christ's blood hi not a blood of a filuratlve felta.
ment or of an old testament blood, but of the new, which mmlsll
in His blood; and the same new testament must indeed be understood in Luke and in Paul a■ in Matthew and in Mark, liDce, of
course, all four of them spoke of one and the ume testamml So
Matthew and Mnrk hold the words 'new testament' fut, pmely 11111
simply, without any trope. Luke and Paul hold the bloocl fat,
purely and simply, without any trope." (XX: 1070.)
''Therefore the text must remain standing for us u the words
read. This, I hope, has been mightily fought out and ha well
secured our conscience, that our understanding la rlsht and tbat
of the Sacrnmcntarians is not only uncertain but also false.•
(XX:1070.)
"Of course, it is a miraculous thing that Christ'• body 11111
blood are in the Sacrament; indeed, it is not vl■lbly there; it Is
enough for us, however, that we conceive through the Word 11111
faith that it is there." (XX. 1070.)
"And where are all the rest who palaver that there Is no
forgiveness of sins in the Sacrament? St. Paul and Luke say tbat
the new testament is in the Supper and not the alp or the filure
of the new testament. . . • For Christian■ should have the new
testament itself, without figure or sign. They may indeed have It
hidden in a strange [foreign] form; but they must have it truly
and really [now]. If, then, the new testament is in the Supper,
then forgiveness of sins, Spirit, grace, life, and etem■l alvatiaa
must be therein. And all this is comprehended In the Word; for
who would know what is in the Supper if the word■ did not announce it?" (XX: 1071.)
''Therefore see what a beautiful, great, wonderful tblDI it ls.
how it is all interwoven, the one with the other, and la one Sacra·
ment. The words are the first; for without word■ the cup and the
bread would be nothing. Further, without bread and the cup tbe
body and the blood would not be there. Without the body 11111
the blood of Christ the new testament would not be there. Without the new testament the forgiveness of sin■ would not be there.
Without forgiveness of sins life and eternal salvation would not be
there. Thus the words first comprehended the bread and the cup

m
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wltb tbe Sacnment. Bread and cup comprehend the body and
tlie bloocl of Chrllt. Body and blood of Cbrl■t comprehend the
MW te■lament. '1'he new testament comprehend■ forgiveness of
11m. l'msivenea of ■Ins comprehenda etemal life and salvation.
BeboJd, all of thl■ the words of the Supper offer and convey to us,
111d Wit pup it by faith. Should not the devil, then, be lnimlcal
to IUCb a Supper and awaken Sacramentarlans against it?"
(XX:1071f.)
"Slnc:e, now, all of thfa forms one ■acramental entity, one can
properly
well
and
say of each part of lt u of the cup: This is
Christ'■ blood, thl■ l■ the new testament, there l■ forgiveness of
11m, there l■ life and salvation, just as I point to Christ and say:
'11111 ls God, thl■ l■ the Truth, the Life, Salvation, Wisdom, etc."
(XX:1072.)
"Paul says, 1 Cor.11: 26: 'As often u ye eat thl■ bread· and
drink this cup, ye do show the Lord's death till He come.' . . •
Because the cup hu become one entity with the drink, therefore
the cup here means the drink in the cup. This l■ the usage of
speech ln all languages." (XX:1072.)
"However, the Sacramentarians hop over the word 'thl■,' yes,
put It out of their eyes and glare alone at the words 'bread' and
'cup.' . . . When they now cry: Paul does not say here: 'As often
u ye eat the body of Christ,' etc., then you shall say: Nevertheless
he does say It here. Where? With what text? Then say: By
means of the word '&hia.' Look at this word, and you will find
therein the text: 'This is My body, this is the new testament in
My blood'; for the word 'this' repeats this text and lays it before
Your very nose." (XX: 1074.)
"Paul says, 1 Cor. 10: 27: 'Wherefore, whosoever shall eat this
bread and drink this cup of the Lord unworthily shall be guilty
of the body and blood of the Lord.' ..• We praise God as we see
bow Paul by means of the word 'this' ever again repeats and introduces this text, 'This is My body,' as we have said above, and,
In addiUon thereto, emphasizes this fact all the more clearly when
he says: 'Whosoever shall eat this bread unworthily, he ls guilty,'
not against mere bread, nor against the sign of the body of Christ,
but 'of the body of the Lord.' " (XX: 1075 f.)
•.. ''Here St. Paul says: One sins against the parts of a person
u against the body and the blood of Christ; that is more precise
and more exact than against the ~ajesty or the rule of Christ."
(XX:1080.)
Paul says, 1 Cor.11: 29: "For he that eatcth and drinketh
unworthily, eateth and drinketh damnation to himself, not discerning the Lord's body.''
... "We understand this passage according to the words as
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they read, that the Corinthians had eaten the bftlld with
a
lack of understanding or reason u if It were mere br-1 11111 111111
that there was no difference between thla bread and other 1lral;
this is indeed to eat the body of Christ unworthll,J. 'l'bermn
he admonished them that they should examine themlelws 11111 W
out who they are and what they hold of this bread. Far If t-,
do not believe It to be Christ'• body, or if they uae It u If It wre
not the body of Christ, then they do not dlscern the body of a.mt,
which would not remain unpunished." (XX: 1081.)
"Now we will also see the text of Paul, 1 Cor.10:18: 'The cup
of blessing which we bless, la it not the communion of the blood
of Christ? The bread which we break, la It not the c:ammmilaa
of the body of Christ?' Thia text I have praised, and I still pnile
it, as my heart's joy and my crown. For it not only says: "'l1ill
is Christ's body,' as is said in the Supper, but It names the bread
which is broken and says: 'This bread la Christ'• body'; yes, 'the
bread which we break' is not only the body of Christ but the
distributed body." (XX: 1082 f.)
"Here you must note first that he is speaking of the bodily
bread, which we break in the Lord'• Supper; no one c:an deDJ
that. Then it is also certain that in such a bodily breaklnl, or
supper, there must be not only saints and worthy ones but also
unworthy ones like Judas ond his kind. You have also beard that
'is' cannot and may not mean 'signify' in any language on earth
but that it speaks of the nature of a thing wherever it stands.
Finally, 'communion' here means the common good, of which
many a re partakers and which many enjoy, u the thing which ls
given among them to all in general. The same may be received
in a twofold manner, bodily and spiritually. For a common thlnl
means a thing of which many in general partake, u a c:ommoa
spring, common streets, a common acre, meadows, wood, fire, ete.
For it cannot h ere mean the communion of faith in the hart;
for the text h ere speaks of such common property, wbich one
should receive and enjoy, such u bread and the cup. For be
says: 'The bread which we break, the cup which we bless,' and
afterward: 'For we, being many, are one bread and one body; for
we are all partakers of that one bread,' 1 Cor.10: 17. 'l'benfore it Is
now certain that Jcoinonia, the communion of the body of a.rut.
is nothing else than the body of Christ, distributed u a common
property among many and given to partake of." (XX:1087.)
"Paul then says: 'The bread which we break Is the communion of the body of Chrlat'; that la, whoever partakes of this
broken bread partakes of the body of Christ, u of a common
good, distributed among many; for the bread la such a common
body of Chriat, says Paul. Thia la said clearly and rugpdly, IO
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that no one can understand it otherwise unlea he change the

worda. And not only the worthy partake of thl■ bread but also
ladu and the unworthy; for the breaking of the bread takes
place for lood and bad alike. Moreover, it ia impoaible that the
had receive it spiritually; for they have neither Spirit nor faith;
IDd Christ also has no more than one body." (XX:1087f.)
"lf, now, the unworthy partake of Christ's body and receive
It In common, then it must be in a bodily and not in a spiritual
way, llnce there ia no partaking except either bodily or spiritually.
• •• Therefore of necessity the real, true body of Christ must be
bodily in the bread which we break in order that the unworthy
may partake of it bodily, since they cannot partake of it spiritually,
u this PIID&le of Paul reads: 'The bread which we break is the
c:ammunlon,' that is, the common body, 'of Christ,' distributed
among those who receive the broken bread." (XX:1088.)
"The bread here also cannot be a spiritual bread; for St. Paul
Indeed speaks of the same bread of which he has spoken before:
'The bread which we break.' Such bread is 'one' bread; therefore, also, it makes a special group and body of those who are
partakers of it; not one body of Christ, but strailhtway one body."
(XX:1089.)
"In sum, Paul speaks here at this entire place of no spiritual
or filur&Uve but only of a bodily communion, or communion of
a common bodily thing, which is distributed. This you shall see
In all the passages and examples which he uses. First in this:
'We • .. are one bread and one body; for we are all partakers of
that one bread,' 1 Cor.10: 17. In order that you would have to
understand the communion here as bodily, he says that it is one
bread, namely, that of which he speaks in the text: 'The bread
which we break,' of which we are all partakers. Now, the broken
bread cannot be a spiritual bread; therefore also its distribution,
lb breaking or its communion, is not spiritual." (XX: 1090.)
"Consider the other passage: 'Behold Israel after the flesh; are
not they which cat of the sacrifices partakers of the altar' (in
communion with the altar)? 1 Cor.10: 18. Here indeed there ia
no spirltual or figurative communion; for 'to eat of the sacrifices'
is to partake bodily of the altar or to be bodily a partaker of the
altar. And the altar with its sacrifice is indeed also a bodily
1hlnl, bodily common and distributed among the eaters of the
sacrifices. So is also our bread a bodily communion, distributed
amoq us. If, however, the bread is broken, distributed, and
received by us bodily among all, then also the body of Christ is
broken, distributed, and received. For the broken bread is the
common or distributed body of Christ, as Paul says: 'The bread
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which we break fa the communion of the body of ant.' 1 C...
10: 18." (XX: 1090.)1>
"So we have this strong text atlll fut and pure onr llllllll
the naked, miserable glosses of the Sacramentariam. Bven thaaafa
they do not accept nor believe all of this, we have tbezewith .._
reason and cause enough why we are forced to bold to oar adentanding. For even if I were a Turk, Jew, or heathen who heJil
nothing of the Christian faith and yet heard or read mch 11:dpture concerning the Sacrament, I would have to uy: I Indeed do
not believe in the Christian doctrine; but thla I must ay: If daeJ
want to be Christians and adhere to their doctrine, then daeJ
must believe that Christ's body and blood are eaten and dnmk
bodily in the bread and wine." (XX: 1093.)
Springfield. Ill.
H.B. HPF"◄ liii

oc

ba5

!Die &it unb bal lhacO ~ell
~ct niidjftc bet ffcincn Jllrai,'fjeten, ben
tuit
in ben atdl bi,frr
ffcincn 6fubicn
3aet,luallcn,
aie'fjcn ift bcr
q3rai,'fjet
~!'•• ba1 Oeilt.
~c'fjaba'fj ift @att; unb bicfcl'bcn C5djluicrigfcitcn, bie uni aunadjft
. rrri
6afad
~
Obabja
luicbcr'fjaTcn idj 'fjicr
mtftelt bit
ffraoc:cntococntratcn,
mlann
'fjat benn acI oclDirft nnb octueilfaeH i>er ft6eq..ftSanft
fiinncn luit nidjfB cnfnc'fjmcn.
lucrbcn getuiilnlidj in bm ilkr•
fdjriffcn ncbcn bcm 9lamcn unb bet ,Ocdunft bcl ,roi,'fjetm au&I bit
ocnannt, untct bcncn ct tcbtc unb IDidfe; fa fdjon bri bm flaD
fotgenbcn ~11101, IDo3 crabcam II. ban ~lraet aUlbrlilflid) emamd
luirb; cbcnfo bci ,Oofea, luo tuiebcrum ~ crabeam ban 3'mel unb llfia
ban ~uba ecnannt lucrbcn; unb bann bci ~efaja, mo bie biet lonigt
im 9lcidjc ~uba ltfia, ~at'fjam, ffljal unb ,Oilfia aufeefillrt luabm.
ffllct bic t\berfdjri~
,3acl
bcBift!Budjcl
eana
fdjlidjt unb einfa4: .i)id
ift bal JZBod bcl ,C!Ettn, bal ocfdjc'fjcn ift au ~aet, bcm eia'fjn
,etlutII•,
IB. 1. (;icr ift aum crftcn !JZalc audj bcr Blame bcl IBaferl gaunmf,
,et'fjuct, frcilidj o'fjne bau bicl
,e11ud
uni bict 'fjl(ft, ba blefer
uni
cben f011ft oana unbcfannt ift. Wbct oerabe bicfe cinfadje ft&rEf&lrift
aeiot luicbct
ffltct !DieObabja
bci
bal
'fjo'fjc
biefel proplefff4tn
IBudjel an. IBit 'fjaitcn uni nun ococnlDiirtig, IDal tuft fdjon 6ri O&dj«
cdannt 'fja'6cn (Wuguftljcft, 6. 600), bau niimlidj ~oel affen&ar au&I
cine nataftrop'fjc, bic ilfm: bal ffiinigrcidj ~uba ergangen ift, Im • •
'fjat,
ct bicfel'bcn ffcinbc ncnnt, ban benen IDir bri Oflabja l&fm.
3) Luther'a tremendous emphaala on the Reel Praence II scriptural.
However, to aay that the body of Christ ii broken ln Holy C'armmmlao
ii not warranted by the text.-ED. Nam.
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